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l. Executive Summary & Credentials
February28, 2018

VIA EMAIL TO: mercier@ci.reading.ma.us

Mr. John Jarema

Acting Chair, Zoning Board oAppeals
16 Lowell Street

Reading, MA 01867

Re: Eaton-Lakeview Apartments 1 Comprehensive Permit Application
Reading, Massachusetts

Dear Mr.Jarema

The purpose of this letter is to provide the Readioging Board of Apeals (ZBA) withneighborhood
commurity review of the Chapter 40B Comprehensive Peragiplication

When the Eatoibakeview application was filed, waiscoveredhat manyresidentsn the neighborhood
are qualified to provide professional feedback on the merits and deficiencies of theegnopmsct.
Tablel-1 (page 3 presents list of thesereviewers along with their credentials.

Werequesthat the ZBAmemberdake the community inpudrovided herewith into account during their
consideration of the subject applicatiodany of the contributorso thisreviewhavepreviously

participated in other Chapter 40B developmeni&e would like to ensure thatithprojectrecognizes

local concern and is appropriate and responsible for the $ife.will appreciate if the ZBA givessuthe
opportunity to present our position at the public hearings and be active participants in the proceedings.

We requesto be given the opportunity to summarize this documeatshort presentation at the first
ZBA meetingwhere the proposed Eatbakeview development will be discusse®ur reviewcovers
threeareas of concern regarding the proposed development

1. Communityreview of the Traffielmpact and Access Stud$ection Il)
2. Design review of the site and architectural plé®action 111} and

3. Environmental concernéSection 1V)

In the present response to the proposed developmentilvghaow that the application appears to be
incomplete andhat it omitsimportantinformation that is essential for an effective ZBA evaluatidvie
highlight the followingkey points:

1. The traffic study is incomplete because it excludes from the presented acatigsis
intersections. One example of such is General ¥Waglkers Brook Dive. Walkers Brook
Drive is one of the least functionahd mostccidentprone roadways in towgSection Il.A, item
4). Theintersectiorof Walkers Brook Drivevith General Way anthe proximity of this
intersectiorto Lakeview Avenue is part of the dysfunction. Given that the main egress of the
proposed deslopment is only a few feet away from this General Way intersection, and for all
practical purposes functions as part @& thtersection, its omission needs to be rectified
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2. The application is incomplete regarding site and architectural design becanmts iite
sections, elevations, and other important items. These omissions, along with the absence of any
adjacent features, such as surrounding structures, obscure the incompatibility of the scale and
mass of the proposed design with its surroundings.

3. The proposal gives no consideration to environmentally conscious design even though the site
abuts protected wetlandsid riverfront underawn bylaw It also neglects to providgiscussion
of theenvironmental impacts on the wetlands and the wildlifetaglthusnot responding ta
reqguirement in MassHousingds Project Eligibild@

Everybody in the neighborhood is aware of the Town of Readmgponsibility to meet the affordable
housing needmandated by the State dllassachusetisMembers of the community are supportive of
that goal and are proud that the TogfrReading is making headway and&ing recognizetor its
efforts by the Safe Harbor certification

We respectfully requeshat the ZBA invokeSafe Harbowithin the 15 day period after the firgtiblic
hearing. We do not request that the Board deny the application. Instead, we belithedpatication
should be reviewed under Safe Harb@/e respectfully request thalt aterested parties the
devdopment team, the town, and the neighioemgage in an open, productivaldigwith thecommon
goalof achievinga mutually acceptableutcomewhile preservinghetownd sghts under Safe Harbor.

Based orthe newly adopted Housing Production Plan (H&®) very recent 40R project approvaite
town is31.4 units short of the current 10% affordable housing threshic#ting into account Johnson
Woods (7 units)the deficit decreases t@d.2 units. Town staff has madie argument that the 10%
thresholds likely to increaseafter the 2020 censad it is desirable to get a 95 unit surplus from the
proposectatonlLakeview developmentHowever, this would place a large burden on a single
neighborhood to a meet a towride objective. Moreover, the netwesholds will not come into effect
until 2023. The HPP identifies four Priority Development Areas to meet demand®iising and
commercial usesTwo of theseareasarewithin walking distance fothe proposed apartment development
T thel General Way and New Crossing Road redevelopmé&iesfully support the stated intent to
develop these lots with the goal to createntae vibrant mix of uses amdructures of different densities
in thisarea". The town has createmthoughtful and wi-reasoned HPPWe believe that following the
ideas in tle HPPwould ensure that the town meets evenexceedsthe state mandatl affordable
housing goals undé¢heanticipaed threshold revisiorisy the time they take effeat 2023

We understand #1 the ZBA will primarily be reviewing this application for consistency Wittal

HousingNeeds (as defined by 760CMR 56.02). However, given that the Town of Reading is literally

within reach of the state mandated affordable housing goals, we expdbetd&A would balance the

need for affordable housing with Local Concefas defined by 760CMR 56.02). This includes other

town priorities like traffic safety, compatible site and building design to the surroundings, and

environmental protection and cmrvation. We believe that all needs can be met to the satisfaction of the
community and in accordance with the Commonweal th

We appreciatg/our consideration of our inpuPlease directuestiongo Michael Flynn (190 Green
Street) or Boriana Milenova (94 Eaton Street)fariana.milenova@gmail.cam

Sincerely

Neighborsfor Responsibl& AppropriateDevelopment
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CC:

Julie Mercier,Community Development Director
Jean DeliosAssistant Town Manager

Bob LeLacheur, Town Manager

Brad Jones, Representativé"aiddlesex District
Reading Board of Selectm

Table I-1: Community reviewercredentials.

Michael Flynn

Consulting and design enginegith over 10 years of experiencegeotechnical, structural, environmental and
civil/ construction fields including, excavation support design, design of temporary works, slope stability anz
seepage analysis, settlement analysis, wall analysislasidn, civil and site desigrgnstuction oversight,
remedial investigation and design, subsurface explorations, and laboratory testing progPamsry
specializationin the geostructural and geotechnical engineeririgegistered as a professional engineer in the
Commonwealth of Massaakettswith projects across the UniteBtates. Member of the Reading Conservation
Commission.

Dean Hofelich

Registeredarchitect with 20 yearsf experience in designing a wide variety of residential, institutional, and
commercial projects. Expertise sustainable design, member of the design team for the Appalachian Mounte
/ £dzoQa | g NR gAYyYAy3d I AIKEFYR /SYidSNI YR ¢KI &SN
Gordon Wing and Planetarium renovations, as well as several campresviengents for Bridgewater State
University and Springfield Technical Community College. Worked on sustainable design projects with highl
efficient alternative construction materials and methods.

Christos Kuliopolos

Underwriting, Financing, and Assealbgement Advisor with over 20 years of real estate advisory and investr
experience, including strategic development planning and implementation, capital and partnership structurir
equity raising, real estate investment and commercial due diligenddinancial modeling, product positioning
and market feasibility, valuation, site selection and acquisition, project management and marketing. Extens
experience in multiple product types from planned communities, resorts developmerisehiuildingstransit
oriented developments, industrial parks, single family home subdivisions, condominium communities, active
mill conversions, life sciences, healthcare and senior living. In total, involvement in over $5 billion in real es
developmenttransaction and investment deals throughout the US, Canada, South America and the Caribbe
Tony Rodolakis

Environmental Scientist withgraduatedegree in Aquatic Ecology and 25 years of consulting experience with
hazardous waste, permitting, arather environmental projects in Massachusetts, across the US, Canada, Lat
America, and Australia.

David J. Cannon

General Contractor with 30 yeao$ experience Founder and owner of Beech Tree Building & Remodeling LLC
Licensed and Registered.
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. Traffic Review Response
February28, 2018

VIA EMAIL TO: mercier@ci.reading.ma.us

Mr.John Jarema

Acting Chair, Zoning Board of Appeals
16 Lowell Street

Reading, MA 01867

Re: Review of Traffic-lmpact and Access Study
Eaton-Lakeview Apartments i Comprehensive Permit Application
Reading Massachusetts

Dear Mr.Jarema

The purpose offiis letter is to provide the Reading Zoning Board of Appeals (4Bit) neighborhood
community review of the Traffitmpact and Access StudyIAS) for theproposedEatonLakeview
Apartmentsdevelopment Our review was performed on the Transportaogineering Planning, and
Policy LLC (TEPP) report dated January 2, 2018 submitted as part of the Chapter 40B Comprehensive
Permit package.

In our opinion, the Traffitmpact and Access Study is not adequate to support the proposaditL20
development.Section II.Asummarizes ougeneracommentsand Section I1.B presentair detailed
review commentshowever our key concerns are:

1. The proposed study area is incomplete and disregards several key roads and intersections
2. The data collected misses criticaltd points that impact functionality and safety

3. The study has not adequately addressed the safety canttamakes mighformedstatements
about safety that are based on flawed and incomplete data.

Oneapparenbmissionis that the study excludes the intatéen of General Way arid/alkersBrook

Drive. The functionality of this intersection directly impacts the main route of accesspmpesed
developmensite and in turn will impact several other roads and intémecdue to route reselection.
The adjacenstretchof WalkersBrook Driveis one of the most accideptone, dangerous, dieast
functionalin Reading. It is on the MassDOT 2013015 Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP)
list of eligible clustes.

The authohimselfincludes qualifications and limitations in the report and adittie shortcomings of the
evaluation(TIAS, page 3 and 44, bulle} 31In our opinion, considering the safety concasndValkers

Brook Drive, careful analysisf that areashould be performed as part of the Comprehensive Permit
Application, by the applicant or others. Approval af firoposed developmepitoject prior to

performingsuch analysisvi | | potentially put Reading residents
understandingf theassociatedisks.

The authorof the studyconcludst hat @At he project i s not anticipate:f
traffic bloveveraitersectionsdike John Street are already performingvat of Service
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(LOS) F for the existing conditions and cannot get &ower rating We note that increasing traffic
volume will increase risk of accidents and likelihood of harm even witlavél LOS environments.

Thecommunityreaction to thd'1AS and its conclusions can bestribed askepticism The sweeping
Ano i mpactdoesna makd sensefganpie who live and drive in the area.

Our main recommendation is to revise the study to incdudi®re expansivetudyarea and address the
incomplete data pointsoted inSections Il.A and I.B Additional studies regarding potential
improvements t&WalkersBrook Drive should be performed prior to consideration of approval of this
project. Additionally, any improvements to Lakeview Avenue should be addressed as Ipart of t
application.

We also respectfully suggest for the members of the ZBA to takeattrisugh the stretch d¥alkers
Brook Drive in question. Such firsthand experience would help the members understand the challenges
of the primary access point tife development.

We appreciate your consideration of our revidlease directwestions in regard to otnaffic study
review to Michael Flynn (190 Green Street) or Boriana Milenova (94 Eaton Street) at
boriana.milenova@gmail.cam

CC:

Julie Mercier, Community Development Director
Jean Delios, Assistant Town Manager

Bob LeLacheur, Town Manager

Brad Jones, Representativé"2diddlesex District
Reading Board of Selectm
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[I.LA. General review comments for Traffic-Impact and Access Study for the
Eaton-Lakeview Apartments proposal (dated January 2, 2018)

1. Based oravailableMassDO’'d at a, we do not c¢ o ntleeuntersestionsh t he
studied as part of the TIAS do not represent significant safetgcma n dhe [froject is not
anticipatd to have significant impact on area traffic operations

a. This project will be adding traffic to an already inefficient and unsaégsection and
roadway.

b. The autho@s conclusion that it doest have significanimpact is because the Level of
Service (LOS) for the existing conditions is alreadynié cannot get any worse.

c. The author has not evaluated unintended alternative rouéesogoor LOS at
intersections.

2. The author does not provide recommendations witierfindings. However,dindicates that
the applicant is willing to:
A Reconstruct Lakeview Avenue and add a sideweaiét
A Contribute to a study of potential improvements by other to the Walkers Brook Drive
Lakeview Avenue intersection area
This would gpear to indicatéhatthe author feelthat astudy for improvements on Walkers
Brook Drive / LakeviewAvenueis necessary. In our opinion, considering the safety concerns on
this stretch of roadway, this should be performed as part of the CompreHeasivie
Application, by the applicant or others. Approval of this project prior to performing this study

fi

wi || potentially put Reading residents in grea

risks associated.

a. The crash data appear incomplete basedur review of the MassDOT crash mapping
resource(http://services.massdot.state.ma.us/crashposegitems 4 & 5 below and
Section 11.B, items 8 & 9)

b. Roadway safety due to volume incsea has not been evaluated. The volume of cars
traveling on Lakevievis estimated to increase by up to 35@&om current traffic during
peak hours

3. The study inadequately addresses the safety issutignores critical nearby crash dat@he
studydsngfsi mtate AThe intersections sificandi ed
saf ety ¢ onc edoeasaobtake intd dcauretvant MassDOT cragtatashown in
Figure IH1.

4. Walkers Brook Drivaalready representme ofthe mostdangerous and accideptone stretches
in Reading outside of Main Street (State Route 28).consideration to this safety data was
given as part of this study.

a. Walkers Brook Drive imne ofMa s s D OT 82815 Rightva8Safety Improvement
Program (HSIPgligible clusters
(http://gis.massdot.state.ma.us/maptemplate/topcrashloga@®@iecidents, 2 involving
injuries in this record period).

b. An HSIP Eligible Clustersoneinwhit t he t ot al number of #de
damage onlyodo crashes in the cluster is w
AEqui val ent property damage onlyo is a m
the severity of the crashes basedomeighted scale.

c. The Town of Reading only has 4 HSIP Eligible Clusteased on 201232015 data
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x Main Street near MBTA
Crossing (40 Accidents, 3
involving injuries)

x  Walkers Brook Drive (39
Accidents, 2 involving
injuries)

x  Main Street near Franklin
Street 87 Accidents, 5
involving injuries)

x  Main Street near Summer
Ave (24 Accidents, 5
involving injuries)

5. Several additional intersections ireth
neighborhooaf the proposed
developmenwill be impacted by the
proposed development and should be
evaluated as pgof this study. The
Institute of Transportation Engineers
(ITE) recommends the study area include
(a)all roads, ramps, and intersections
through which peak hoyroposed
developmensite traffic composes at
least 5% of the existing capacity on and
(b) intersectionapproachor roadway
sections on which accident potential or
residential traffic character is expected to
be significantly impacted. We
recommendat a minimumthe following | | 45

intersections be included as part of this | | 4

study(Figure [-2): - S

A General Way / Walkers Brook 20 ~

A Green Street / Eaton Street - ,\/

A Beech Street / Lakeview Anae 20 / 4 Accidents | Year

A Green Street / Beech Street 5 | ~ — [ Near Proposed

A Green Street / John Street E :

. 10 \/ atonLakeview

A Eaton Street / Salem Street ; -~ Development __
6. The evaluation of Lakeview / Walkers 0

Brook ignores the impact associated with
General Way. General Way is too close
to Lakevew Avenue to ignore The Figure 11 -1: Top: Accident locations and counts for
author admitshatthisis a shortcoming ingress / egress & access roads (delineated by gree
of their evaluatiorand qualifieghe study | outline) to proposed development site (delineated by
accordingly The study should consider | blue dashed outline);Bottom Accident count by year
General Wa§ snpact to the within green outline. (Source:
functionality and safetpf the Lakeview http://services.massdot.state.ma.us/crashportél
Avenue/ Walkers Brook intersection.

¢ P P> e e P S
T FLFSFLS
P AT PSP
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[I.B. Specific review comments for
Traffic-Impact and Access Study for AR
the Eaton-Lakeview Apartments
proposal (dated January 2, 2018)

1. Page 1, Paragraph 4: We understand the
intersections were selected based upon
consultation with the Town. This should
not have limited th review to only those
intersections, but all intersections impacte
by the proposed development.

2. Page 2, Paragph 1: The study used th& 9
edition of the Trip Generation Manual g
(TGM) published by the ITE. The latest <
edition of the TGM (18 edition) includes
several significant changes to the
residential land use categories and offers
significantly expanded and enhanced data
set while removing obsolete data used fro
the 60s and 70s. The ITE strongly S
recommends using the "L&dition of TGM /o
for new analyses. This may invalidate all

trip generation and capacity analysis ¢~ Excluded
information. e
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3. Page 9to 10: Include an evaluation of the Figure Il -2: Many developmentrelevant
typical roadwaywidth. intersections were not included irthe TIAS.

4. Page 12: Traffic Volumes: Precisely where
were the automatitraffic recorders (ATRS) locad?

5. Page 12: Turning/lovement Counts should be obtained from the additional intersections
indicated above.

Page 13, Results: Confirm traffic volumes are correct.

Page 21, Accident History at John Street: The results do not include accidents .<fr2@dtfie
intersection at the John Street cu(Vegure 1F3 Top). This creates a total of 9 incidents from
2011 to 2015.

8. Page 22: This does not include the accidents at General Way &alehe Fivebanksite
(Figure 1F3 Middle). This adds approximately8 accidents.
In our opinion, it is appropriate to add the accidents at General Way due to its proximity to
Lakeview Avenue. Records are based on accident reports and reports in this area may have been
written to the significant intersection in the at€eneral Way / Walkers Brook) rather than
addressing the Lakeview patrticularly. Due to the proximity of General Way this should all be
evaluated as a single intersect{gure 1+3 Botton).

9. Page 28, Table 5: The project uses TGMe@ition land use ate 220and 120 units. This land
use code includes traffic for LoRise, MidRise, and HigiRise Apartments. The use of this
generic code can underestimate the vehicle trips because larger developmerise(amd high
rise) generally have fewer carsrpmit. The 18 edition offers updates to the residential codes.

10. Page 28: What qualifies as a significant overall impact to traffic?
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11. Page 35: Traffic volume changes onl :
evaluate the changes to the Walkers \
Brook Drive north and south of John
Street and Eaton north of Pleasant. I 4 \
does nokevaluate volume changes to
any oher roadway. Additionally, -
thesedata are misleading. .
Walkers Brook Driverolumes are
primarily due to drivers traveling .
straight through on Walkers Brook ‘
Drive (more than 95%). The \ /
additional vehiclesn the TIASare 6
only associatedith entry/ exit to
Walkers BrookDrive. It should be
noted that even a small increase in _
entering and exiting vehicles to an /
already substantial traffic flowas a =
significantnegativémpact on traffic /
and safety.

<

12. Page 41:The authorstatesfiThe - .
proximity of the Walkers Brook Drive
General Way signalized intersection ‘
does affect the Walkers Brook Drive
Lakeview Avenue intersection because,
under certain traffic conditions, the
proximity of these intersections can
make left turn @neuvers at the
Walkers Brook Drive Lakeview
Avenue intersection more challenging ?
for drivers to makeé This reinforces
the need to evaluate General Way as
part of this study.

Figure 11-3: Top: Accident history for John Street (15
total reports, 9 in 20112015 period); Middle: Accident
history for Lakeview Avenue / Walkers Brook Drive /
General Way intersection (35 total reports, 23 in 2011

2015 period) Bottomt Aerial image of Lakeview Avenue /

Walkers Brook Drive / General Way intersection.

(Accident data urce:
http://services.massdot.state.ma.us/crashportél
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lll. Design Review Response
February28, 2018

VIA EMAIL TO: mercier@ci.reading.ma.us

Mr. John Jarema

Acting Chair, Zoning Board of Appeals
16 Lowell Street

Reading, MA 01867

Re: Design Review
Eaton-Lakeview Apartments i Comprehensive Permit Application
Reading Massachusetts

Dear Mr.Jarema

The purpose of ik letter is to provide the Readi@gning Board of Appeals (ZBA) witheighborhood
community review othe proposediesign of th&atonLakeviewApartmentsdevelopment We
performed ar reviewusingthe site and architectural plans submitted as part of the Chapter 40B
Comprehensive Permit package.

The most notable aspect of the plans is the scale and mass of the proposed development. The project is
proposing to maixiize usable spacen the proposesliteby building with little to no setbacks. Lot

coverages are 40% and 59% at Lots 1 and 2, respectively. The remaining land is practically
undevelopableThis extreme use of space creates a large congestion on the site which does not allow for
adequatenvironmental conservation consistent with current standard development practitssnot

in scale with anything similar in the neighborhood. Setbacks are onlyfd® Buildings 2 and 3 and

only 11.9 ft for Building 1, which creates an impositian the roadway.

One key observation about theaterials presented in tl@plication is that the incompatible scale and
mass are ndmmediatelyobvious. The application does not include site sections and elevations for any
of the 3 buildings.It appeas that grade elevations are being increased by as much asot ®Bfiildings

2 and 3from currentievels;however, the omission of site sections and elevations does not allow
reviewersto propely understand and evaluate the design.

Proposed buildingsppea to be 4.5 to 5 stories high duettoesloping site, podium parking design, and
regrading. The single rendering in the package does not reflect the realit§ 65 story structure A car
occludes the rear elevation (Figurelllcar is in yellowoutling. The same car appeaelativelylarge
compard to thel94ft. by 65 ft. building. The chosen perspectiadsovisually shortens thaearly200

ft. building length.

It should be also noted thallacing such aall multi-story buildingwith nextto no setback from a narrow
streetrepresent a design approachttiseat odds with other largeojectsin town(e.g., Reading
Commons467 Main Street 40RGould Street 40Rwhere conscious effort was made to decrease the
perception of height and scdtem street perspectivé&igure ll-2).

One additional concern is tlapparent lack oéxperience of the architect engaged in this project. The
largestconstructedievelopment listed in his resume is 42 units. The two listed developments of
comparable size to the present proposal have not been built. The current building design used in the
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Figure Il -1: Eaton Street rendering (provided as drawing A2.1 in the CPA to the Town of Reading ZBA)

rendering is generiand verysimilar to other Reading developments ((Figike3). The design also
appears to be forcazhto the site without givinthought to site specificity.

Section Ill.A presents detailed design analysis and re@rdations by an experienced architect. The
recommendations aim to promote the longevity of the development and improve the return on investment.
We hope that the development team will use this input to improve their proposal.

We encourage the ZBA to attke architect to come up with a fresh sipecific design that pays attention
sustainability and is environmentally conscious given the proximity of protected wetlands and a town
riverfront. Our comments on the environmental aspects of the proposedpeeget (Section V)

provide concrete suggestions about how this can be accomplished via green infrastructure solutions like
rain gardens, bioswales, or retention ponds (Low
Impact Developmerit LID). Moving away from the
current rurof-the-mill, conventianal design will result
in a more siteappropriate and responsible project.

According to an Urban Land Institute (ULI)
publication fittps://uli.org/wpcontent/uploads/ULI
Documents/HarvestingtheValueofWater ypdf
municipalities and developers increasingly choose
green infrastructure solutions over convenal gray
infrastructure solutionbecause green infrastructure
has the following advantages

1 It lowers costs, including operating costs

1 It enhancesheattractiveness and value af Figure Il -2: The Reading Commons design
property consciously mitigates an imposing street facade
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(@) (b) (c)

Figure 11l -3: Which development is which? Fill in the blanks with Reading Commons, Reading Woods, anc
Eaton-Lakeview Apartments

1 It applies to different markets and contexts
1 It offers large payoff after amitial learning curveand
9 It protects real estate investments during peak weather events

We recommenthat the ZBA require that the development team provide

1. Existing and proposedte sectionghrough both lots and each building with an overlay of

existingand proposed. Site sections should clearly identify street level and include the retaining

wal |l f or /Hdme Depat Plaka n 6 s

2. True 2D elevations for all three buildings showing proposed grade relationsl@pant to
current street levels

3. Full 3D renderings of all three buildings and mass models of surrounding structures, viewed from
several angl es, including street viewseyevi ew

views to illustrate the massing relationships to surrounding neilghbag;

4. Drawings should include theopbftop mechanical equipmergquired for the proposed
development

Community hall design;

Specifications for the planed inprovement to Lakeview Avenue
Specifications for loadingunloading areas;

Specifications fothe proposed new retaining walls;

© ©® N o v

Subject to Flooding);

10. Evaluation of the existing sanitan infrastructureand its ability to handle the increased capacity

assaiated with the proposed development;
11. Evaluation of proper water flows ftwothdomesticandfire departmentise;
12. Snow removal plangnd
13. Missing ground watelogs for Test Pits 12 and 165.

! (a) Reading Woods; (b) Eatbakeview Apartments; (c) Reading Commons
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We appreciate your consideration of our input. Please divestigngegarding our design revietw
Dean Hofelich (17 Beech Street), Michael Flynn (190 Green Street), or Boriana Milenova (94 Eaton
Street) aboriana.milenova@gmail.cam

CC:

Julie Mercier, Community Bvelopment Director
Jean Delios, Assistant Town Manager

Bob LeLacheur, Town Manager

Brad Jones, Representativé"adiddlesex District
Reading Board of Selectm
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llILA. Architect peer review by Dean Hofelich (RA, New York)

As an architect (Registered in New York) and resident of the neighbosiioaainding the Eaten

Lakeview development,Have met with several neighbors to review the project and design to establish a

list of observations and concerns. My observations noted throughout this document are a mix of concerns
shared by many in the mggfiborhood, and my own professional observations made upon review of the
package submitted to the ZBA, and focuses on the architectural design. | am providing this evaluation on
behalf of the neighbors with the hope the ZBA will use them in their ownwenfi¢he project.

l1l.A.1.Buildingdesignobservations:

On review of the documents submitted | feel there is not enough information provided for the ZBA to
make a proper evaluation. In the site drawings, it appears the grade elevations are being increased by as
much as 10 ftfor buildings 2 and 3, however no site sections or exterior elevations have been provided to
illustrate this change to the sit€his information is crucial to fully understand the design inténtmy

opinion, the deliberate omission sife sections and elevations for all three buildings is a strategic method

to hide a negative aspect of the design that could potentially hinder approval of the project. The colored
architectural rendering provided on page A2.1 offers an example of kehbuiiding would look like, but

does not paina real picture of this design.

I1l.A.2.Design details t@n from the drawings provided:

There are 3 buildings, designed to be the same in plan and essentially the same in elevation, but their
juxtaposition on the stresults in unique rgrading and drainage designs due to the topography of the
site. Each building has the same floor phdii parking on the lowest levelThis podium type of
construction has become a popular method for apartment buildings. Tdiedsidre noted as a 4

stories, but with the proposed grade changestieyappear to be at least 4.5 stories on the street side,
and 5 stories on the rear side as grade slopes down toward the redrtbdggsite.

Design Observations

1. C3.1i1 Gradesappeato be built up as much as 10dtong Lakeview Ave, and slope downward
toward the rear of the site.

C3.1 & C3.2i It appears much of Lots A & B are surrounded by a retaining wall.

A-0.1 & A-1.07 A Community Hall is shown on the site & parking layoumlbut no design is
provided.

A-1.01 A five stop elevator is being provided in each building.

A-1.0 & A-1.17 All 3 buildings are the same desid@ulildings 1 & 3 same plarBuilding 2
mirrored.

6. A-1.17 (18) 1 bedroom units

a. 5 per floor on 1 & 2" floors; 4 per floor on'8 & 4" floors
7. A-1.17 (18) 2 bedroom urst

a. 4 per floor on 1 & 2" floors; 5 per floor on'8 & 4" floors
8. A-1.17 (4) 3 bedroom units

a. 1 per floor on 4 floors

9. A-2.07 Podium style construction with parking under the buildings.
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10. A-2.0 & A-2.17 Generic exterior design with a mix of clapboard and shingle siding, and some
stone masonry on the lower levels.

11. A-2.07 Sloped mansard roof with a flat area on top. Rooftophargical equipment is not
shown.

12. A-1.1 & A2.07 Some ground floor units are entered through exterior facing doors, while others
are entered &m a double loaded interior corridor.

I11.A.3.Missing or unclear drawing informatton
1. SiteDrawings
a. No site sections have beprovided in the site drawings.
b. Proposed tpography not clear, appears to increase the overall height of buildings 2 & 3.

c. Turning radiuses in the parking appears tight. Has fire truck access and turning clearances
been tested?

2. Building Drawings
a. Exterior elevations only provided for building 1. iBling 2 & 3 elevations needed.
b. Community Hall design is missing.
c. Therenderingn A-2.1 does not reflect the reality of the actual building heights.

I1l.A.4.Requested revisions and considerations

Based on the design observations listed above, we feeldtiitonal drawings are necessary to properly
evaluate the design as a whole. The developer appears to have intentionally left out key aspects of the
design that would likely raise serious concerns for the ZBA. We recommend the ZBA request the
following additional drawings.

1. Existing and proposed site sections through both lots and each building with an overlay of
existing and proposed. The site sections should clearly identify street level and include the
retaining wal/HoméDepotRladre Jor dands

2. Provide true 2D elevations of all 3 buildings showing proposed grade relationships, relative to
current street levels. S&ections Ill.A.1 and 1l1l.A.3

3. Ask the Architecto provide full 3D renderings of all 3 buildings & mass models of surrounding
structures, viewed from several angles including street view, view from rear parking at human
hei ght , -egewidws toiundetshand massing relationships to surrounding neighborhood.

l1l.A.5.Furtherdesignconsiderations

Massing and scale are not in keeping wsitirounding neighborhood. The neighborhood consists of

single family homes and apartment buildings 2.5 stories or less. Exterior finish treatment is generic and
could be located anywhere. The design appears to be a reused design taken from areathangroj

forced on to this site without site specificity. The attached sheet is provided to illustrate examples of
designs that range from 2.5 to 3 stories, which would better fit the character of the surrounding
neighborhood.

1. Revise Buildings 2 & 3 desigro be 2.5 3 story buildings.
2. Revise Building 1 design to be 2 story townhouses or 2 single family homes for sale.

3. Consider more site specific design, with a more contemporary aesthetic.
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a. Revising the aesthetics to a more contemporary design will prdangevity- w o nl@ok
dated the day itoés built.

b. Ends of buildings 2 & 3 facing street is clumsy and not a graceful way to face the street
and respondb the existing neighborhood.

4. Lower roof lines, occupied dormers under roof on top floor can help réshiglet, scale and
overall massing (similar to Reading Commons along West Streetating more 1 bedroom
units in the attic level.

5. Consider flat roofs (similar to Wakefield project on North Ave). Penthouses for elevators &
screening for mechanical eguient.

6. Other design thoughts to consider
a. Incorporate morsustainable design strategies.

i.  Zero fossil fuel emissioris geothermal or VRF systems.

b. Super insulated building envelope exceeding code minimums.

c. Water reclamation for site irrigation.

d. Photo Voltat solar power.

e. Solar water heaters.

f.  Ecofriendly materials. No PVC or vinyl.

g. Consider LEED Certificatioin LEED certification provides a verification process that

ensures the building will meet certain performance goals.

The neighbors of the Eatdrakeview development have several concerns with the development being
proposed in their neighborhood. We realize the Town of Reading is committed to achieving the state
mandated quantities of affordable workforce housing bybésteng Chapter 40R districtdVe

understand the Eatdrakeview developmertffers an opportunity for th@twvn to achieve the mandated

goals and some members of the planning board and board of selectmen would like to see this project built
as proposedExploiting Chapter 40B in this way places an unfair burden on the residents who chose this
neighborhood for its character. We understand that Chapter 40B projects are difficult to stop, however
the Town of Reading should use any all resources availablading their safe harbor status, to control

the designs of these proposed projects to better fit the character of the neighborhood and the spirit of the
Reading Zoning By.aws.

I1l.A.6.Example projects

The imagesn Figure ll-4 illustrateprojects ranging frord.5 stories to 3 stories tall. Most are located in
Reading and have been built in neighborhoods similar to the at@view neighborhood. We feel that
they are good examples of massing and scale that would fit the character of thedkatoaw

commurity. Finally, Figure II}5 presentsrmadaptedmage depicting the removal of a flobom the
current design

Community Expertise for Development that is Page 16 of 21
Appropriate & Responsible (CEDAR)



Neighborhood Response to Eaton-Lakeview Response #1 Section 1V: Design Review
Apartments Chapter 40B Comprehensive Permit February 28, 2018 Response i Peer Review
Application by Dean Hofelich

s

3 storieswith flat roof

f‘ﬁ" )w ~. ;‘.

~ /A -~

2.5 stories with mansard roof & dormers 3 stories with full gableoof

Figure 11l -4: M ore appropriate massing and scaland better curb appeal than the EatonLakeview proposal

ARCHTECTURAL
SHINGLES

CEDAR IMPRESSIONS
SIDING PANELS

Figure 1l -5: Eaton-Lakeview Apartments reduced to 3 storiesesults into a less overwhelming facade.
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V. Environmental Concerns
February28, 2018

VIA EMAIL TO: mercier@ci.reading.ma.us

Mr. John Jarema

Acting Chair, Zoning Board of Appeals
16 Lowell Street

Reading, MA 01867

Re: Environmental Concerns
Eaton-Lakeview Apartments i Comprehensive Permit Application
Reading Massachusetts

Dear Mr.Jarema

The purpose of this letter is to provide the Readioging Board of Appeals (ZBA) witheighborhood
community input about environmental concerns we have relateé ppoposedEatonLakeview
Apartmentgddevelopment We would have liked to provide comments and review on an environmental
impact analysis performed by the development team and submitted as part of the Chapter 40B
Comprehensive Permit package but such aizaiysinfortunately absent from the current application.

According to MassHousingBeterminations and Recommendations in tRedject Eligibility Letter,
dated October 24, 201ds part of the public hearing process the developer's team should begtepare
address:

fiDevelopment of this Site will require compliance with all state and federal environmental laws,
regulation and standards applicable to existing conditions and to the proposed use relating floodplain
management, wetland protection, river amittllife conservation, water quality, stormwater management,
wastewater treatment, and hazardous waste safiétg. Applicant should expect that the Municipality

will require evidence of such compliance prior to the issuance of a building permit forojeetpr

The current applicatiohas notaddresedthis clearly stated MassHousing requireménthile the
application discusses floodplain and stormwater management, it does not prfavickation about
compliance with the state and federal environmdatas or anything else that pertains to the impact of
this developmenbn the environmentThis isespecially importangiven that the work will be done
within theregulatedL00 ft buffer of protected wetlands.

The proposal includesubsurface infiltratio as a methotb manage stormwatei he predominant soil
type is Urban Land and Merram-Urban Land Complexwvhich isto be expected at a filledreworked
semiindustrial site. However,urban soils (fill in this case) often contgiarsistentegacycontaminants
like PAHs (Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons), lead and arsaucsubsurface infiltration could degrade
water quality before it discharges into the adjasegttands Additionally, the site was used to store
construction equipment that colidvereleased oil or hazardous chemicals eaudsed additional
contamination.Therefore we strongly contend thalhe development team should have includé&thase |
Environmental Site Assessmer¥ part of the submission.

The Phase 1 Environmental SAssessment wouldientify potential or existing environmental
contamination before soil is excavated. During construction, contaminated soil can get entrained into
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outdoor air and m .. T

yards. If this happens when people MassDEP - Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup

Phase 1 SitevAssessmem Map: eet & 0.5 Mile Radii

are outside, anlgazardous material
in the soil will be ingestetlinhaled e S
by the neighbors 0\\& _ —
We include aMassDEP site scoring /{i ==X 17 \\@
map (Figure IV1) that indicates land| |} \ /
in close proximity to the proposed
developmenis a sold waste landfill
(checkered red areapdthere is a
high likelihood that contaminants
may be present that could be
mobilized with increased amouras
groundwater.It should be noted that
underground water contamination
has been recorded this arean the
past. The development team should
include in tieir submissiorcurrent e Ve :
test resultsegardingunderground <P A et g /7%
water quality andhe presence of V¢’ A "
contaninants

Site Information:
EATON LAXEVIEW APARTVENTS
WEAGHG, WA

Figure IV-1 also illustrates that the
proposed development is adjacent t
a public water supply protection are
(PWS Protection Area Zone A
marked in blue stripes). Therefore,
storm water treatment is of utmost
concern. The effectiveness of the
proposedtormwater management Figure IV-1: MassDEP Phase 1 Site Assessment Map centered ¢
plan depends omaintenance actions the proposed development site

like servicing oil/ water separators,
stockpiling snow in designated locationsganhing out catchments, etc. Sychmisesare hard to enforce
and monitor once the project has been approvedm@tater management has been identified as the
leading cause of water pollution and in the present case, there is a reildegkaded water quality that
would endanger the protected arelisvould be imperative for the town to mandate quarterly
maintenance reports, including receipts from vendors performing the maintenance, photos of the work,
photos of compliance activities, measurements of water levels and water quality testing results. An
alternative, more environmentally conscious approach tmstater management would be clearly
preferable.

OO

hitp firaps massgls stale ma ushmages/dep/mepimep hm "

As proposed, anstruction will take place within the 100 wetland buffer and next t/alkersBrook,
which has rich amphibuswildlife and is treated as a river under towyiaws. It is surprising that the
development team went forward with a very conventional design and did not attempt to include any
elements ofreeninfrastructure like rain gardens, bioswales, or a retention pbhese forms of
bioretention wouldhelp preservevater quality and proteciur water resources.

One may argue that thesedern, environmentally friendlyioretention solutions require sufficient open
areas to be effectivédHdowever, the lack of open areiashe proposed developmdstmainly due to the
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fact that the current degn is focused on maximimy the number of units arabsociated parkingT his

results in large impervious area&.more environmentally conscious design would consider
sustainability and green infrastructure solutions as an alternative to the costlgrondd tanks in the
current proposal. This would resift a more environmentally friendly lower density development that is
more cost effective and aesthetically pleasing cosgp#y the current proposal. A lower density
development would also be marensistent in scale and mass vitie surrounding neighborhood.

Figure V-2 illustrates several possible approaches to make the progasaelakeviewdevelopment
environmentally friendly and perhaps even bring a Lake to Lakeviewrwe Unfortunately, the
development team demonstrates a lack of imagination in filling one of the few open spaces in the current
design with a limitegpurpose community buildingOne could easily visualize a retention pond or a rain
garden in that area insteatlanother structure that creates an additional impervious area.

'}\ PR e € F ull LR
Retention pond in an apartment complex

Urban raingarden Raingarden design

Figure IV -2: Examples of environmentally conscious design.

It may be that the current development team IacitBcient expertise in environmentally friendly and
sustainable solutiongOr it may be that the developer chose to follow the stanggirgpiredapproach to
Chapter 40B developmen€Considerindarge saledevelopments across town, it is eye opening how
similar they are to each othéfigure 111-37 did you pass the quix?

As explained irSection lof our responsehe Town of Reading is lessan 30units away from the 10%
affordable housing threshold@he bwnd seed(localHousingNeed)for affordablehousing should be
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